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Abstract
Our aim in this paper is to provide an exhaustive explanation of what economic inequality is and the extent of its influence among
the social, economic, demographic, politic and cultural fields. While there are many scientific papers and research initiatives
analysing the social costs of economic inequalities, our research focuses on the mechanisms through which economic inequality
affects business activities, particularly the European business environment and to formulate recommendations for managers in
order to deal with the challenges and tackle down disparities. By creating a comparative analysis at the EU level with the statistical
data available, we tried to illustrate that the countries with high wealth discrepancies, report flaws also in their business performance
indicators.
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1. Introduction
Lately, the world experiences a period where economic development is shaping its way on a vibrant socio-politico
stage. The problems plaguing our modern world seem intractable, intriguing both politicians, economist, scholars from
a variety of fields and simple citizens around the world. What are the roots of social and political discontent in Syria,
continuous uprisings in Ukraine, economic disaster in many African territories or turmoil and bankruptcy in Greece?
Many researchers would argue that the paramount explanation could be found in the distribution of wealth,
nationally and internationally. Wealth bears power, and power in the hand of a narrow group of people with a strict
personal agenda might result in a social, economic and political hazard.
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In their compelling book ‘Why Nations Fail’, Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson bring forward the idea that
at the heart of most countries’ dissatisfaction lays their poverty, their huge disparities in income and general wealth or
standards of living (Acemoglu D and Robinson JA 2012). Drawing a line between extractive economic and political
institutions and the inclusive ones, with their primordial role in the distribution of wealth, the authors provide
persuading evidence that economic inequality has become one of the modern world’s most conspicuous problems.
On the hierarchy of the ten global risks of highest concern for 2014, the World Economic Forum (WEF) placed the
‘Severe income disparity’ on the fourth place, after fiscal crises, unemployment and water crises. At the 44th WEF
Annual Meeting the ‘pervasive challenge of inequality’ was at the core of the discussions between multinational
political and economic leaders (WEF Annual Meeting Report 2014). The increasing concern for this issue, along with
its complexity and the impacts it has on different levels of our society, motivated us to initiate a research to the point
where economic inequality meets business. Our goals are to show how the factors of economic inequality are correlated
with different business indicators like costs and ease of doing business, productivity, wages, job satisfaction or costs
of borrowing.
Economic inequality has become a ubiquitous problem, challenging both developed and developing countries.
Although abounding research has been made on this topic, showing the negative effects of inequality on society as a
whole, many people remain sceptical and unaware of its magnitude. Their position is sometimes completely
understandable, income inequality having its inherent feature of beguiling, concealed under different interests. The
main question raised by a reticent person is: if wealth is created in a certain society, shouldn’t this society blatantly
prosper? Moreover, wasn’t this the pivotal idea of the market economy compared with the dictatorial regimes, to
establish differential criteria in order to motivate resourcefulness and enhance economic performance? What are then
the reasons for complaining?
As Richard Freeman, professor of economics at Harvard University, noted: ‘the triumph of globalization and market
capitalism has improved living standards for billions while concentrating billions among the few’ (Richard Freeman
2011). We have to consider here that economic inequality is a multi-faced issue, concerned with how wealth is created,
by who and who is benefiting, how is it distributed and used. When this intricate process ceases with wealth being
concentrated by a narrow elite of the society, various problems emerge. Wealth begets power, and power begets more
and more wealth, creating though a vicious circle. Cracking down this circle might take time along with an aggregate
initiative addressing disparities amid societies and aimed at strengthening sustainable growth.
In our paper we will try to provide an understanding of what economic, wealth or income inequality represents, by
analysing its factors and illustrating the mechanisms thorough which it affects society. Our special focus will be on
the challenges managers or CEOs from European Union countries have to handle due to expanded inequality in a
globally diversified business realm, pointing out the great influence their actions have in turn, on perpetuating these
inequalities. We conclude by suggesting potential strategies in business for managing or eliminating inequalities.
Using as research methodology the statistical comparisons between EU member states based on the available data
offer by Eurostat, The World Bank, The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development and The World
Economic Forum, we analyse the trends and the way economic inequality’s factors interact with various business
indicators, reporting in the end the nature of their relations and the degree of their influence.
2. Inequality in our modern world
The income inequality among countries worldwide rose sharply between 1980s and 1990s, followed by a levelling
off period. Nowadays, of the total world income, almost 42% goes to the richest 10% of the population, while just 1%
goes to those who make up the poorest 10% of the population (The World Bank, World Development Indicators 2013).
Clearly this tremendous difference boosted concern and initiated research in many areas, in order to determine the
causes, consequences and methods of action to tackle down inequality in the world.
In this paper we will analyse EU countries. Although they constitute middle to high income countries, characterized
by middle level of economic inequality, we will see how this slight differences affect business and society as a whole,
leading to an economic struggle for survival. If in a region where inequality doesn’t necessarily reach the highest pick,
its drawbacks are so stringent, it is almost inconceivable the strife it creates in the regions where it actually records its
maximum (like South America or African regions).
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2.1 Understanding economic inequality
Economic inequality refers to the disparities in the allocation of income, assets or wealth among citizens in a
society. Income inequality and wealth inequality are hence different constituents of economic inequality, and
shouldn’t be confused. Wealth requires time to accrue income or various assets, and the differences in wealth are
usually higher than those in incomes.
Economic inequality can be evaluated internationally, at a global scale, or at the national level, inside different
structures of the society. Though closely linked, it must not be confused with the concepts of equity (concerned with
fairness), equality of outcome (a political concept regarding material wealth), equality of opportunity or life
expectancy which are factors of inequality.
The Gini index, the most prominent assessment indicator of income inequality, is measuring the statistical
dispersion of a country’s income, placing it on a scale between low (0.2 – 0.299) to middle (0.3 – 0.399), high (0.4 –
0.499) and very high inequality (+ 0.5) (The World Bank – Gini Index).
When studying the EU member countries, we notice that the Gini index ranges from 22.5 in Slovenia to more than
35 in countries like Latvia, Spain or Greece, placing the EU amid the regions with a middle income inequality (see
Figure 1). The inequalities in distribution are considerably wide though. Taking as a referential time span the 2011 –
2012 period, data shows that the top 20% of the entire EU population received 5.1 times as much income as the bottom
20%. This quota varies significantly across the member states from 3.5 in Slovenia and Czech Republic to at least 6
in Greece, Romania, Bulgaria, and Latvia, peaking at 6.8 in Spain (Eurostat - Income, Social Inclusion and Life
conditions 2012)
Before launching in developing an overview of the factors generating or being influenced by economic inequality,
there is an additional issue we feel the need to clarify. The economic inequality issue is rather a ‘fairness’ matter than
just a discrepancy in wealth between citizens. This ‘fairness’ is perceived in the context of a continuous confrontation
between the income received and the efforts allocated, at the end the ratio of the two concepts being the one dictating
the judgement of economic inequalities. As Doctor Cui noticed in his research: ‘to the extent that social comparison
and ethical evaluation are prevalent in our societies, the pursuit of equality and fairness has never been stopped’ (Cui
V 2013).
Figure.1. Gini coefficient of equalised disposable income
Source: Eurostat – Income, Social inclusion and Life conditions Database
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2.2 Sources and general influences of economic inequality
Cross-country disparities in income distribution can be traced back to a myriad of factors from the social, economic,
demographic, politic and cultural arena.
On one hand, the economic development of countries has spread its influence upon economic inequality, through
economic growth, the total wealth accumulated, technical development and the emergence of varied economic
structures (Kaasa A 2005). Studies show that a rapid economic growth enhances opportunities for those ready to grasp
them, boosting entrepreneurial activity and spreading inequalities (Benabou R 1996, Mo PH 2000). We have here the
eminent example of Poland which faced an explosive economic growth after the fall of the communist regime, scoring
nowadays between the countries with the highest income inequalities from EU - more than 31 measured by the Gini
Coefficient (Eurostat - Income, Social Inclusion and Life conditions 2012).
One of the factors with the highest leverage on income inequality is the intensive technical change or the so-called
‘Skill Based Technological Change’ (SBTC). In this process, the wages of skilled personnel increase rapidly while
the ones of the unskilled workers stagnate or decline. The more a society is embracing technological changes (for
example computerization requiring skilled IT specialists), the more the demand for skilled workers overlaps the
demand for the unskilled ones, enlarging the gap between these two categories (Card D and DiNardo JE 2002).
On the other hand, there are several demographic factors which exert pressure on economic inequality, like:
urbanization (urban areas are more prone to disparities), age structure or education. At the EU level, the income of
elder population particularly reflects the growing proportion of the population aged above 65 years – in 2011 only,
their average income accounted for 89% of the median income of those under 65 years (Eurostat – Income Distribution
Statistics, 2013). While elder population relies heavily on the pension system, their growing ratio in the total
population hampers the equal distribution of income.
Here also education plays a crucial role: on the level of education depends the resourcefulness and employability
of the young graduates; inequalities in education, like the physical access to educational centres in rural areas, deepens
inequalities among members of a society; the government expenditure on education is closely tied to a less unequal
society, by creating a more efficient and uniform educational system. A close examination of the EU members shows
that countries that invest more in their human resources through advanced education, like Finland (6.76%of GDP),
France (5.86%of GDP) or Netherlands (5.86%), score lower Gini coefficients than countries with less investment in
this sector, like Bulgaria (4,10%) or Romania (3,07%) (Eurostat – Expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP
or public expenditure 2011). Albeit the effects on short term can be misleading, because a higher educational level
generates a large number of skilled workers which leads us back to the SBTC problem, on the long run it flattens the
discrepancies among individuals (Kaasa A 2005).
Political factors wield a large amount of influence on income distribution. The aim of the governmental
expenditures is decisive in determining if the income has a redistributive and equalising function (pensions, subsidies,
grants) or it is widening the gaps (when the personal goals substitute the public benefits). Additionally, politicians
enact laws through which they advocate or hinder the rich community’s interests. There are examples in Europe which
sustain our statement, where state interest is put ahead the economic advantages: monopolies in electricity by state
owned companies in France (Electricite de France) or Portugal (Energias de Portugal), show how the state creates
inequalities in economic opportunities in the energy sector (The Economist, Europe’s energy markets 2004).
Likewise, democratization is a versatile political factor. Democracy promises to expand the rights and the
possibilities for a more even distribution of income, but also bolsters the opportunities for a disproportionate income
acceleration.
Moreover, we have to take into consideration the cultural and environmental factors with impact on inequality
(Kaasa A 2005), like the abundance of natural resources (determining the escalation of inequalities in the work force
– capital intensive work force in the detriment of the labour intensive type; causing a higher concentration of
ownership), cultural variations (a larger ethnic variety is less interested in income redistribution reducing inequalities).
Corruption, on the other hand, forges more favourable circumstances for taking advantage of redistribution in a
deceiving way. The direct correlation between inequality and the corruption perceived index can be evaluated in the
Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The correlation between Corruption and Income Inequality - Source: cpi.transparency.org
Economic inequality can be stirred up additionally by macroeconomic elements, like inflation which is devaluing
the nominal income of poor population, unemployment which hits primary the lower- income individuals (Spain and
Greece which are currently facing unprecedented unemployment rates, especially among youth, of 25.2% and 24%
respectively, also register very high inequality rates of 35 and 34.1 respectively (Eurostat, Labour market –
Unemployment rate by age group, 2013). Also, attracting Foreign Direct Investment inside national economies creates
increased financial opportunities through a higher loan access, levelling the financial discrepancies (Kaasa A 2005).
Many people assume that together with the hike of the elite’s wealth, the entire society will gain (Karnani AG
2007, 2011). The problem arises when we analyse the speed at which the two categories incremented their incomes
(the ratio between the average disposable income of the 10 % richest and the 10% poorest went from 5.3% in mid
1990s to 7.2% at the end of 2000s (The World Bank, World Development Indicators). There is also a question of
morality, justice and ethical behaviour as how these people amassed such fortunes while others are confronted with
poverty. Moreover, the agenda of these high-income individuals is decisive: do they invest mostly in creating
opportunities in the society or in pursuing their own purposes? At a certain point, they see themselves forced to regard
highly the well-being of the entire society, because just a functional one would be able to reinforce their position.
After all, there is no peak of the pyramid without a solid base (Karnani AG 2007, Stiglitz JE 2012, and Prahalad 2004).
Economic inequality is creating ‘asset bubbles’ in economy which represent a real danger for the economic
sustainability engendering financial crises and recessions. In this process, the capital is blocked instead of being used
for underpinning business or providing a stable demand – inequality was the highest before the two world financial
crises; in 1928 the 10% richest of the USA citizens received 49.3% of total income, the percentage dropped after
recession and increase again in 2008 at 48.2% (US Joint Economic Committee, 2010).
Inequality has dramatic effects on many social aspects. Most of all, it is related to the depth of poverty, which can
be evaluated with the median risk of poverty indicator. Figure 3 provides evidence that the median risk of poverty gap
is highest in countries like Romania and Latvia (31.8%), Spain (30.8%), Bulgaria (30.0 %), Lithuania (28.7 %) and
Croatia (27.4 %), followed by Greece, Estonia and Italy (all around 26 %). The lowest at-risk-of-poverty gap among
the EU Member States was observed in Finland (13.5 %), followed by the Netherlands (15.5 %) and Luxembourg
(15.7 %), according to Eurostat – Income Distribution Statistics 2013.
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Figure 3. Median risk of poverty Source: Eurostat Income Distribution Statistics
Studies show that inequality is furthermore associated with social and health issues like obesity, mental illness,
homicide, incarceration, child conflict and drug use. It is also lowering life expectancy, educational performance, trust
amid society members, civic participation and motivation (Wilkinson R and Pickett K 2009).
While there are plenty of persuading ethical, ideological, political, economic and poverty related arguments for the
unfavorable repercussions of inequality, we will emphasize further the specific relation between business and
economic inequality.
3. Significance of economic inequality in the business realm
The business sector, interconnected and extremely complex, is considered to be the engine of all healthy economies.
Therefore, countries should endeavor to maintain their business sector at highly functional parameters, as a
prerequisite for economic success.
Economic inequality triggered lately a chain of social discontent demonstrations shaking the performance of the
business sector. More concerning is the fact that the risk of social unrest in Europe escalated from 34% in 2006-2007
to 46% in 2011-2012 (the most significant aggravation in the world followed by the Middle East and North of Africa
region); the sharpest risks increments were experienced in Cyprus, Greece, Czech Republic, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia
and Spain, while declining or stagnating in Belgium, Germany, Finland, Slovak Republic and Sweden (WEF Global
Risks 2014)
This high social risk lead to uncounted dysfunctional behaviors of employees, like absenteeism, health problems,
lack of motivation or increasing needs for social insurance. The two largest companies in Portugal lost 7 731 million
working days as a result of illness and 1665 million working days as a result of accidents – this represents 5.5% of all
working days at these companies (R.W.M Gründemann, C.V. van Vuuren 1998). Unavoidably, these social
restlessness rises the costs of doing business and makes it harder for new companies to emerge. In Figure 4, we show
how the majority of countries with low economic inequalities benefit from inferior costs of doing business than
countries like Spain, Bulgaria, Romania and especially Greece, which are the most affected by income discrepancies.
In these countries, businessman have to pay almost four times more than their counterparts from the more developed
economies.
In this extremely volatile context, managers need to assume a higher responsibility for the social impact of their
organizations. In this sense, a new orientation emerged among companies who recently started to pledge to be a ‘good
citizen’ and protect human rights, respect labor standards and environmental requests. Progressively, companies
regard their role in society not just from the good and service provider perspective, seeing themselves rather as
harbingers of welfare and equity in the communities. Augmenting the intensity of the relations with their clients
strengthens their own status on the market, bringing them closer to their ultimate goal: profit maximization (Campbell
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JL 2007, Carroll AB 1999). The spread of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Social Businesses speaks for
itself: a decade ago, only a dozen of Fortune 500 companies were issuing CSR reports; now the numbers raised to
more than 8000 companies. CSR Europe accounts for 70 multinational companies and 27 national partner
organizations in 23 European countries, and the trends are positive (CSR Europe 2010).
Figure 4. The correlation between inequality and the cost and ease of doing business Source: data.worldbank.org
Companies from unequal economic environments are also exposed to consumption problems (Ordabayeva N and
Chandon P 2011). Due to a lower income, consumers possess less purchasing power, determining the demand for
goods and services to drop. According to WEF, the household final consumption in the 2011-2012 period had a
downward tendency in countries like Bulgaria (64% - 62% GDP), Germany (59% - 58% GDP), Greece (72% - 74%
GDP), Ireland (50% - 47% GDP), Lithuania (69% - 64%), Luxembourg (34% - 32% GDP), Romania (61% - 59%
GDP) and Slovak Republic (61% – 57% GDP). Henry Ford, one of the most innovative entrepreneurs of all times,
took a very intuitive and ingenious decision when he doubled the salaries of his employees. By providing the market
with an income inflow he assured a stable demand for his new T-model, a model conceived to be affordable to
everyone.
The ‘rent-seeking’ controversy builds a junction between economic inequalities, governments and business. This
newly developed term is used to show the benefits one receives by virtue of ownership, not by producing or creating
something (Angelopoulos K, Philippopoulos A, and Vassilatos V 2009). The concept refers to the ways by which
political institutions promotes the interests of the elite at the expense of the needs of the others, either by financial
support (transfers and subsidizes) or by legislation (laws that allow corporations to expand their profits while
damaging the environment, laws that reduce competitiveness of the markets, laws that enable CEOs to receive
disproportionate shares of the companies’ revenue and so on). This ‘rent’ symbolizes a redistribution of income in the
economy from one part to the ‘rent-seekers’, in other words from the bottom to the wealthiest group. Table 1 illustrates
how the control of corruption (CCE), government effectiveness (GEE), political stability (PS), regulatory quality
(RQE), and rule of law (RL) interact with the ‘rent-seeking’ process and affect the business sector. Greece, Italy and
Spain, three of the countries extremely affected by inequality and crises, perform badly at all these indicators,
attracting lower FDI (as a percentage of their GDP) than the more developed ones.
Table 1: ‘Rent-seeking’ and business
Country CCE GEE PS RQE RL RS FDI
Austria 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.5 1.8 4.5 3.7
Finland 2.3 2.2 1.4 1.8 2.0 4.45 1.8
Netherlands 2.2 1.7 0.9 1.7 1.8 5.36 0.9
Italy 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.9 0.4 5.66 0.3
Greece 0.0 0.6 -0.2 0.8 0.6 7.36 0.7
Spain 1.0 0.9 -0.5 1.2 1.1 6.56 2.7
Source: data.worldbank.org and Angelopoulos 2009
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As we argued before, economic inequality affects trust and the way ‘fairness’ is perceived. In a highly unequal society,
individuals are less motivated to work hard, having the certainty that the remuneration received will not correspond
to the efforts made. This is in fact, the challenge of the modern labor economics, encapsulated in the productivity vs
wage theory. Managers in more unequal communities have to deal with less engaged personnel and to enhance their
‘pay for performance’ reward system (Bloom M 1999, Heyman F 2005). There is a shift hence from the communism
period when the illustrious exclamation ‘They pretend to pay us and we pretend to work’ was determining the working
climate.
Inside EU, the wage disparities between the developed and the developing countries represents a source of indignation
for employees: in Denmark, for example, the monthly wage before taxes received by a full time worker is 4 217 Euro,
nine or ten times the one received by a Romanian or a Bulgarian worker. The job satisfaction index, follows mostly
the same pattern, ranging from 3.4 in Denmark to 2.6 in Greece, Romania and Bulgaria. In order to create a complete
and fair image of this correlations, we have to add to the equation also the labor productivity. Albeit having the same
tendency like the indicators mentioned above, at a closer look labor productivity reveals several asymmetries. For
example, labor productivity per hour in UK and in Spain is 98.9 and 107.1 respectively; still, an English worker
receives almost 1000 Euro more (3135 Euro) than an average Spanish one (2075 Euro) (The German Statistic Portal,
2008). The most peculiar example, is the one of Greece, which ranks between the countries with middle wages (1929
Euro) but registers the lowest job satisfaction (2.6) alike Bulgaria or Romania (The German Statistic Portal, 2008).
This trends can be analyzed in Figure 5.
Figure 5. Wages, productivity and job satisfaction
Source: data.worldbank.org
Small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) represent more than 90% of the European companies, employing
almost 70% of the European work force and producing around 60% of the overall turnover from manufacturing and
services (SMEs and the environment in the European Union Report, 2010). It would be therefore unreasonable to talk
about the business sector without an in-depth analysis of the entrepreneurship issue.
At a theoretical level, economic inequality influences entrepreneurship in two different ways. When referring to
the ‘necessity entrepreneurship’, we will find a positive correspondence between the two factors. Inequality
determines unemployed persons to push their limits forward and find creative solutions for escaping poverty.
‘Opportunity entrepreneurship’ on the other hand, is a more innate characteristic of an even society, in which equality
of opportunity is mandatory. The decision to embrace entrepreneurship is driven by the favorable circumstances in
the economy, and it is not constrained necessarily by the low income (Lippmann S, Davis A, Howard E A 2005).
The Greek, Spanish, Cypriot, Italian, Portuguese and Estonian economies depend heavily on the SMEs’
performance and this determines them to be more feeble and volatile. Compared with the value added to the society
by the larger companies, the SMEs in the above mentioned countries account for 72%, 68%, 79%, 72%, 68% and 76%
respectively, representing the largest quotas in the EU. Additionally, these countries rely upon the SMEs’ for the most
extensive job supply ratios among other EU members, of 87% in Greece, 81% in Italy, 82% in Portugal and 83% in
Cyprus (SMEs and the environment in the European Union Report, 2010).
Economic inequalities have also raised the costs of borrowing money. When wealth is concentrated mostly at the
top of the pyramid, the value of money in the system increases, therefore individuals and companies are not so easily
credited by financial institutions. This has a damaging effect on the maintenance and sustainability of any business
initiative. An overview of the long term interest rates uncovers the gaps in borrowing opportunities amid EU members:
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Greece 7.7%, Cyprus 6%, Hungary 6.03 %, Romania 5.35% compared with Belgium 2.4%, Germany 1.56%,
Luxemburg 1.65%, Finland 1.92% or Sweden 2.23% (European Central Bank, Long term interest-rates, 2014).
4. Conclusions and recommendations
In this paper, we tried to show the distinct means by which economic inequality interferes with business and deeply
affects the entire society. It is essential hence to develop a comprehensive strategy, involving both economic and
political actors in a combine effort to balance disparities. We conclude that the following recommendations for
managers should be taken into consideration:
• To develop or enhance a fair payment system, following the ‘pay for performance’ theory. Knowing that they are
rewarded proportionally to their efforts will boost work motivation and productivity. This will also prevent
disparities in cash accumulation by different market players. Along with the payment, managers should consider
improved non-material motivational strategies, adapted to the needs of their human resources. The human capital
is after all the vital resource of any enterprise. Encouraging the workers’ confidence contributes to the rise in the
company’s productivity. This will also reduce the cost with personnel by eliminating or lowering the impact of
issues like: absenteeism, accidents, health problems associated with the working environment;
• To generate new and innovative models of doing business meant to target the various social issues, like CSR, Bop
(Bottom of the pyramid – new business model created to meet the needs of the poorest socio – economic group) or
Social Business. This new models will enable businesses to get proximity with the consumer, understand their
needs and build trust;
• To raise awareness by participating or organizing seminars, conferences, or different meetings on the topic of
economic inequality, in order to understand it and develop sustainable mechanisms for leveling it;
• To improve their relation with the educational and political institutions in order to find a solution for the high
unemployment in many EU countries, create jobs according to the needs in the society and the offer of graduates,
raising job flexibility in order to allow a higher participation to the job market;
• To create a closer market relationship in order to forecast changing in consumption and observe the necessity of
new goods in a social unequal world (like the need of new IT skills along with the technological changes or more
accessible types of products);
• To engage in fair competition processes and refrain themselves from becoming ‘rent-seekers’, by focusing their
energies on innovation and research. This would allow new companies to emerge and would improve equality of
opportunity;
• Cultivate a business culture based on trust and equal chances of participation to the business activities.
Compensating innovative initiatives, increasing worker participation to the decision making process and
prioritizing transparency in actions should be an imperative.
We learned how economic inequality became one of the main sources of social unrest, lowering job satisfaction and
the performance of workers and generating broad dysfunctional behavior among employees, engendering higher costs
of doing business and pushing away the potential foreign investors. Inequalities in wealth determines also a distortion
in the fair competition, by the so-called ‘rent seeking’ movement, in which managers and CEO engage in the race of
obtaining unfair incentives instead of focusing their energies on innovation and research. Therefore, trust, motivation
and fairness deviate from their authentic meaning, resulting in lower productivity and general dismay. Moreover,
disproportionate opportunities and high costs of borrowing money, impairs the emergence of new entrepreneurs or
hinders the possibilities of the existing ones to successfully continue their activity. More research has to be done
though in order to study at deeper levels the both-ways relation between inequality and business, and to spawn
innovative business models based on the equity and fairness of their social impact.
Economic inequality is not an issue which is going to dissolve any soon, nor balance by itself. It shouldn’t either be
regarded just like a social factor, when its influence has ramifications in all the fields and at all the levels. It requires
time, increased awareness and various constituents of the society collaborating not to eliminate inequality, but detect
its roots and either alter or eradicate them. In our struggle for an equal world, our drive should be the image of a
society in which health, trust, satisfaction, safety, social mobility, education and economic prosperity are flourishing
for each individual.
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